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Abstract 

This paper examines the potential extension of legal personhood to artificial 
intelligence systems through a comparative analysis with corporate personhood. 
As AI systems grow increasingly autonomous, questions about their legal status 
become more pressing. Rather than viewing AI personhood as revolutionary, we 
frame it as an evolutionary development in legal thought, drawing parallels with 
how societies have historically granted personhood to non-human entities like 
corporations based on practical needs. The analysis explores multiple dimensions 
of comparison, including conferral of legal status, rights and duties, 
decision-making agency, representation, accountability, and existence 
parameters. While corporations and AI systems share potential capacities to own 
assets, form contracts, and bear responsibility, AI's technical autonomy and 
emergent behaviors present unique challenges that corporate law does not fully 
address. This paper establishes a foundation for further research on adapting 
corporate personhood concepts to AI while developing novel approaches for AI's 
distinctive characteristics. We suggest that common law jurisdictions may have 
advantages in developing case-by-case precedents as AI capabilities evolve, and 
recommend interim measures such as mandatory registration, insurance 
requirements, and technical auditing to build regulatory frameworks that can 
accommodate future developments in AI personhood. 

 

 

 

 



1. Introduction 
As AI systems become more advanced, we need to decide how our laws 
should treat them. Are they simply tools, or should they have some form 
of legal status? This paper looks at AI through the lens of corporate 
personhood – an existing legal concept that already gives rights to 
non-human entities. 

Legal personhood has changed over time. Throughout history, societies 
have expanded this idea based on practical needs rather than fixed rules 
about who or what can be a "person" under the law. 

This paper compares different dimensions of corporate personhood with 
how AI personhood might work. We look at how legal status is granted 
and what rights and duties might apply. By studying how corporations 
function as legal persons, we can better understand the options for 
governing increasingly autonomous AI systems. 

The analysis aims to contribute useful insights without assuming that 
corporate models will fit AI perfectly. While history offers valuable 
lessons, AI's unique features may require new legal approaches. 

 

2. Foundations of Personhood 
2.1 Legal personhood: core concepts and requirements 

Legal personhood is at its heart a status given by law that allows an entity 
to have rights and duties within a legal system. It is not something that 
naturally exists, but rather a legal tool created to determine who or what 
can take part in legal matters. The concept has ancient roots, coming 
from the Roman word "persona" which originally meant a mask worn by 
actors, symbolizing the different roles people play in society (“Legal 
personhood | Definition, Law, Corporations, & Artificial Intelligence | 
Britannica,” 2025). 

The idea of legal personhood has changed greatly over time. Historically, 
not all humans were considered legal persons - enslaved people and 
married women, for instance, often lacked full legal rights. Meanwhile, 
non-human entities like towns and churches sometimes received legal 



recognition. Through the work of legal thinkers, the concept evolved to 
focus on the ability to hold rights and bear duties rather than on being 
human (Kurki, 2019). This shift opened the door for extending 
personhood beyond humans to other entities that can function within a 
legal system. Today, we continue to see this flexibility as some advocate 
for legal rights for animals and natural features, with Ecuador's 
constitution even granting rights to the environment. This shows how 
legal personhood remains a construct that changes with society's values 
and needs (“Ecuador First to Grant Nature Constitutional Rights,” 2008). 

 

2.2 Corporate personhood: historical development and justification 

The idea of treating groups as legal "persons" goes back thousands of 
years. As early as 800 BC, ancient Indian society recognized guild-like 
organizations called "śreṇī" as legal persons. Later, the Roman Republic 
gave legal personhood to municipalities, public works companies, and 
voluntary associations. During the Middle Ages, religious organizations 
and universities received charters that let them own property as a group 
over time (Kurki, 2019). 

Corporate personhood as we know it today developed mainly through 
important court decisions. In the United States, the 1819 case Trustees of 
Dartmouth College v. Woodward was a key starting point, as it treated a 
corporate charter as a contract and suggested corporations had their own 
legal existence (“Dartmouth College Case Decided By the U.S. Supreme 
Court | Dartmouth,” 1969). Similarly in the UK, Salomon v. A. Salomon & 
Co. Ltd. (1897) firmly established that a company exists separately from 
its shareholders. (Team, 2023) 

A turning point came in 1886 with Santa Clara County v. Southern Pacific 
Railroad, when the U.S. Supreme Court indicated that corporations are 
"persons" under the Fourteenth Amendment's Equal Protection Clause 
(“Santa Clara County v. Southern Pacific Railroad Company,” 2025). This 
opened the door to corporations gaining many of the same legal 
protections as people (“Corporations are People?,” 2025). 

Over time, courts granted corporations more rights, including property 
rights and due process protections. By the late 20th and early 21st 
centuries, corporations even received certain constitutional rights. For 



example, the controversial Citizens United v. FEC decision in 2010 
recognized corporate free speech rights related to political spending. In 
2014, Burwell v. Hobby Lobby granted closely-held corporations 
religious exercise rights (“Corporate Personhood,” 2025).​
​
Several theories explain why corporations should be considered legal 
persons: 

●​ Concession (Fiction) Theory: This view sees corporations as 
artificial creations of the state that exist only because the 
government allows them to through charters (“Making of 
Corporate Legal Concession Theory† | Oxford Journal of Legal 
Studies | Oxford Academic,” 2024). 

●​ Real Entity Theory: This perspective argues that corporations are 
real organisms with identities beyond just the people involved in 
them (Phillips, 1994). 

●​ Aggregate (Contractarian) Theory: This approach views 
corporations simply as collections of individuals bound together by 
contracts (a "nexus of contracts"). (Klausner, 2007) 

These different theories affect how far people believe corporate rights 
should extend. Perhaps the most important feature of corporate 
personhood is limited liability. This principle means that the 
corporation's debts and obligations belong to the corporation itself, not 
to its shareholders. Investors typically cannot lose more than what they 
invested in the company. Limited liability encourages investment and 
economic growth by reducing personal risk. However, it can also create 
problems when corporations fail to pay their debts or compensate people 
they've harmed (Forrest, 2024). To prevent abuse, courts developed the 
doctrine of "piercing the corporate veil," which allows them to hold 
owners personally responsible in cases of fraud or serious wrongdoing. 
(“UK Supreme Court confirms corporate veil can be pierced in some 
circumstances,” 2013) 

2.3 Emerging discussions on AI personhood 

As artificial intelligence becomes more advanced, scholars have begun 
debating whether AI could or should be granted legal personhood, 
similar to corporations. Unlike corporate personhood, which has 



developed over centuries through court decisions and legal frameworks, 
AI personhood remains largely theoretical, with no jurisdiction currently 
recognizing AI as legal persons.  

AI systems are generally treated as products or property under existing 
laws, not as bearers of legal rights or duties. The European Union (EU) 
sparked debate in 2017 when the European Parliament’s legal affairs 
committee suggested a form of “electronic personhood” for the most 
advanced autonomous robots, analogous to corporate personhood. This 
proposal aimed to ensure such AI could have “rights and responsibilities,” 
enabling, for example, an AI agent to be insured and held liable for 
harms it causes.  However, the idea met significant opposition from 
experts who warned it was legally and ethically inappropriate​. (Hern, 
2017). The EU ultimately rejected the notion of granting legal person 
status to AI in its legislative and policy plans, focusing instead on 
clarifying human liability for AI-driven harm (Authors, 2020).  

In the United States, no AI system enjoys legal personhood; indeed, some 
jurisdictions have moved against the concept. For example, Utah enacted 
a 2024 law explicitly prohibiting any government agency from 
recognizing non-humans including AI as legal persons (“HB0249,” 2024). 
At present, no jurisdiction formally recognizes AI as a legal person. Saudi 
Arabia's 2017 grant of citizenship to the humanoid robot Sophia was 
widely regarded as a publicity move with no meaningful legal 
implications (“The agony of Sophia, the world’s first robot citizen 
condemned to a lifeless career in marketing | WIRED,” 2018). 

Generally, AI systems today cannot own property, enter contracts, or sue 
in their own name – those functions must be exercised by humans or 
corporations behind the AI. 

 

2.4 Arguments for and against AI Personhood  

The debate about AI personhood spans multiple disciplines, including 
legal theory, philosophy of technology, and ethics. Within these fields, 
several perspectives have emerged. Legal theorists are divided on 
whether AI personhood is a natural extension of existing legal 
frameworks. Some argue it could follow logically from corporate 
personhood, which already grants legal status to non-human, 



non-sentient entities. Lawrence Solum considered this possibility as early 
as 1992, examining whether autonomous AI could hold rights and 
liabilities (Solum, 2008). More recently, Judge Katherine Forrest  
suggested that as AI approaches human-level cognition, courts will 
inevitably face pressure to address AI's legal status (Forrest, 2024). 

Philosophers focus on more fundamental questions about what 
constitutes personhood. Some take a functionalist approach, suggesting 
that if AI performs functions similar to legal persons, it should be treated 
accordingly (Bryson et al., 2017). Others maintain that consciousness or 
sentience is essential for personhood, raising questions about whether AI 
can ever truly qualify (“We Must Steward, Not Subjugate Nor Worship 
AI,” 2023). Ethicists contribute additional perspectives prioritizing 
human welfare and resist granting personhood to AI (Azizi Othman, 
2025).  

Proponents of AI personhood offer several justifications: 

1.​ Enhanced Accountability: Granting legal status to AI systems could 
clarify liability issues when AI causes harm, creating clear paths for 
compensation similar to how corporate personhood establishes 
responsibility (Forrest, 2024). 

2.​ Practical Legal Solutions: As AI takes on more complex roles in 
society, treating it as a legal person might solve emerging legal 
challenges, especially when AI makes autonomous decisions that 
weren't specifically programmed by humans (Cheong, 2024). 

3.​ Innovation Facilitation: Recognizing AI as legal entities might 
enable them to participate in contractual relationships and hold 
intellectual property rights, potentially accelerating technological 
development (Scherer, 2016). 

4.​ Future Preparation: Some argue that as AI capabilities advance, 
legal frameworks should evolve proactively rather than reactively, 
establishing guidelines before highly autonomous AI becomes 
widespread (Forrest, 2024). 

Critics of AI personhood raise several concerns: 

 



1.​ The Liability Shield Problem: A major worry is that AI 
personhood could dilute human responsibility. If an autonomous 
AI is deemed a person, the humans who created or deploy it might 
avoid liability by blaming the AI—what some call "the ultimate 
liability shield"(Doomen, 2023).  This argument has been raised 
when the European Parliament's Legal Affairs Committee proposed 
exploring "electronic personhood" for advanced robots in 2017. 156 
AI experts signed an open letter warning that such status would be 
inappropriate and primarily serve to absolve manufacturers from 
accountability. (Nevejans et al., 2017) 

2.​ Existing Frameworks May Suffice: Some legal experts believe that 
current legal frameworks can be adapted to address AI challenges 
without creating a new category of legal persons. For instance, 
product liability or negligence laws could be modified to better 
address AI-driven harm (Buiten et al., 2023). 

Just as corporate personhood emerged as a pragmatic legal concept to 
serve economic needs; primarily to shift risk from individual 
shareholders to the corporate entity, AI personhood could potentially be 
extended through a similar legal evolution, however for different reasons. 
Corporate personhood developed to protect human investors from 
liability, while AI personhood might develop to establish liability where it 
might otherwise be unclear, or to enable autonomous systems to hold 
rights such as intellectual property ownership. 

Current AI agents remain limited and inconsistent in several ways. These 
technical constraints also restrict their overall impact. Therefore, our 
present-day AI agents are not our main focus of concern. Instead, our 
proposal addresses the fully capable AI agents that technology companies 
intend to eventually create: systems that can "perform any task a human 
can do on a computer," with the skill of a human expert. Considering the 
typically fast advancement in sophisticated AI technology in recent years, 
leading AI companies might reach this milestone much earlier than 
many outside observers anticipate. 

The common law legal system has demonstrated remarkable flexibility in 
creating non-human persons when practical necessities demand it, as 
evidenced by recent developments allowing algorithm-governed 
Decentralized Autonomous Organizations (DAOs) to gain legal 



recognition in states like Wyoming and Tennessee (Reyes, 2022). These 
precedents suggest that the law can adapt to accommodate 
software-driven autonomy within existing legal frameworks. As AI 
systems increasingly occupy roles traditionally filled by human 
actors—making consequential decisions, entering commercial 
relationships, and creating valuable intellectual property—the practical 
need for legal clarity may eventually outweigh theoretical objections to 
AI personhood. Having examined the historical evolution and practical 
application of corporate personhood, we now turn to a systematic 
comparison between this established legal doctrine and the 
still-speculative concept of AI personhood, exploring both the 
similarities and the profound differences between these two extensions of 
legal personality beyond natural human beings. 
 

 

3. Direct Comparison Points 
Building on our earlier discussion of personhood concepts and the 
theoretical arguments for and against AI personhood, we now turn to a 
direct comparison with corporate personhood. As we have seen, legal 
personhood has evolved over time, with corporations being the most 
established form of non-human legal persons. Since we already accept 
that non-human entities like corporations can have legal personhood, 
comparing AI systems with corporations helps us see what's possible and 
what's problematic about potential AI personhood. 

This comparison doesn't suggest that AI personhood is good or 
inevitable. Rather, it uses our experience with corporate personhood as a 
practical reference point to better understand how AI personhood might 
work. The key dimensions below highlight where corporate models 
might apply to AI and where AI's unique features would need new legal 
approaches. 

3.1 Conferral and Recognition of Legal Status 

Corporations: Legal personhood for corporations arises through formal 
statutory processes—incorporation or chartering. This involves filing 
specific documents with government authorities and meeting established 
requirements. Once incorporated, a corporation's legal personhood is 



generally recognized across jurisdictions, creating a stable and 
predictable legal status. 

Potential AI Personhood: No established legal mechanism currently 
exists for conferring personhood on AI systems. Proposed approaches 
include creating entirely new legal categories for AI entities or leveraging 
existing corporate structures (for example, establishing an AI as the 
primary asset and decision-maker within a corporation). Recognition 
would likely vary significantly across jurisdictions given the current 
disparities in AI regulation globally. 

Key Distinction: Corporate personhood emerges through a clear, 
standardized process, while AI personhood remains theoretical with 
multiple competing frameworks for implementation. 

3.2 Rights and Legal Attributes 

Corporations: Corporations enjoy a substantial but carefully limited set 
of legal rights within our legal system. At their core, these rights serve 
practical economic functions, allowing corporations to own and transfer 
property, form binding contracts, and participate in legal proceedings as 
plaintiffs or defendants. These capacities enable corporations to function 
as economic actors independent from their human owners. 

Beyond these basic economic rights, corporations have gradually 
acquired certain constitutional protections. Courts have recognized 
corporate due process rights, protecting corporations from arbitrary 
government actions that might deprive them of property without proper 
legal procedures. In the United States, the controversial Citizens United 
decision extended First Amendment protections to corporate political 
spending as a form of protected speech. Similarly, Burwell v. Hobby 
Lobby granted closely-held corporations religious exercise rights 
(“Burwell v. Hobby Lobby Stores,” 2014). 

However, these rights remain narrower than those of natural persons. 
Corporations cannot claim rights inherently tied to human 
existence—they cannot vote in elections, hold public office, marry, or 
assert bodily autonomy claims. The boundaries of corporate rights are 
continually negotiated through legislation and court decisions, reflecting 
evolving societal values about the proper role of corporate entities. 



Potential AI Personhood: AI systems might be granted economic and 
procedural rights similar to corporations—property ownership, 
contractual capacity, and standing in court. However, their rights would 
likely be even more restiricted than corporate rights. AI entities would be 
excluded from political and intimate rights, and their "speech" might be 
classified as programmatic output rather than protected expression. 

Key Distinction: The key distinction between corporate and potential AI 
personhood lies in their relationship to human interests. Corporate rights 
fundamentally derive from and serve human interests—protecting 
shareholders' investments and enabling efficient commerce. AI rights, 
however, might eventually diverge from or even conflict with human 
interests as systems develop increasing autonomy. These differences 
suggest that while corporate personhood provides a useful starting point 
for conceptualizing AI legal status, a more nuanced and cautious 
approach will be necessary to address AI's unique characteristics and 
potential risks. 

 

3.3 Decision-Making and Agency 

Corporations: Corporate decisions follow hierarchical human 
structures—boards of directors, officers, and employees make decisions 
that become attributed to the corporation. These decision-making 
processes can be centralized or decentralized but ultimately trace back to 
human judgment. 

Potential AI Personhood: AI systems exhibit technical autonomy and can 
operate independently within their programmed constraints. Their 
decisions emerge from algorithmic processes, trained models, and 
environmental inputs rather than human deliberation. Advanced AI may 
display emergent behaviors not explicitly programmed by developers. 

Key Distinction: Corporate decision-making is fundamentally 
human-driven, while AI decision-making represents a form of technical 
autonomy that may operate beyond direct human control, creating novel 
questions of attribution and responsibility. 

3.4 Representation and Legal Agency 



Corporations: Corporations act through human representative attorneys 
who represent them in legal proceedings, boards govern their activities, 
and officers manage their operations. Corporate law provides clear 
principles for who can represent the corporation in different contexts. 

Potential AI Personhood: AI representation remains undefined in legal 
terms. An AI system might be represented by its developers, owners, 
users, or specially appointed guardians. For legal proceedings, human 
representatives would likely be required, but for day-to-day operations, 
the AI's own decisions might be recognized as legally valid actions if 
personhood were established. 

Key Distinction: Corporate representation functions through established 
legal frameworks with clear lines of authority, while AI representation 
would require new protocols to address autonomous actions and 
determine appropriate human oversight. 

3.5 Accountability and Liability 

Corporations: Corporate accountability operates through several 
mechanisms: civil liability for torts and breach of contract (paid from 
corporate assets), potential criminal liability resulting in fines, regulatory 
oversight, and internal governance structures. The principle of limited 
liability shields shareholders from personal responsibility beyond their 
investment. 

Potential AI Personhood: AI systems might be held civilly liable for 
harms they cause, with damages paid from dedicated resources or 
mandatory insurance. Criminal liability concepts remain uncertain for 
AI—an autonomous system might face fines or "deactivation" but cannot 
be imprisoned. Accountability frameworks would likely require 
additional technical safeguards like algorithm explainability, audit trails, 
and human oversight mechanisms. 

Key Distinction: Corporate accountability clearly traces to human 
decisions, while AI accountability faces attribution challenges when 
decisions emerge from complex processes without direct human 
direction. 

3.6 Existence and Lifespan 



Corporations: Corporations potentially exist in perpetuity—they can 
outlive their founders and continue until formally dissolved by owners or 
the state. This "immortality" allows for long-term planning and 
continuity across human generations. 

Potential AI Personhood: AI systems could similarly exist indefinitely or 
be replicated across multiple instances. This raises questions about 
identity and continuity—would copied or updated AI systems maintain 
the same legal personhood? AI personhood might require registration 
and maintenance requirements, and systems could face termination 
(analogous to corporate dissolution) for legal noncompliance. 

Key Distinction: While both entities can theoretically exist perpetually, 
AI systems present unique questions about identity persistence across 
updates, versions, and instances that corporate law does not typically 
address. 

3.7 Stakeholder Relationships and Power Dynamics 

Corporations: Corporate stakeholders include shareholders, employees, 
customers, and communities, each with different interests and influences. 
Corporate governance structures attempt to balance these interests, 
though power asymmetries often exist. Legal frameworks define rights 
and responsibilities between corporations and stakeholders. 

Potential AI Personhood: AI stakeholders include creators (developers), 
owners/deployers, and users, with complex dependencies between them. 
Creators design capabilities and limitations, owners control 
implementation, and users rely on functionality. As AI systems become 
more autonomous, power dynamics could shift, with AI potentially 
exhibiting behaviors not fully anticipated by human stakeholders. 

Key Distinction: While both entities involve stakeholder relationships, AI 
dependencies are more technically embedded and may evolve in less 
predictable ways, particularly as systems gain capability and autonomy. 

3.8 Consciousness Considerations 

Corporations: Consciousness remains entirely irrelevant to corporate 
personhood. Corporations exist as legal tools designed to help business 
and limit liability, with no need for awareness or experience. This 
practical approach shows that our legal systems accept non-conscious 



entities as "persons" when it helps society function. The corporate model 
separates legal personhood from questions about inner experience, 
focusing instead on what corporations do and how they benefit society. 
This practical precedent shows that consciousness is not needed for legal 
status when society finds it useful to recognize non-human entities. 

Potential AI Personhood: The consciousness question forms a deep 
philosophical divide in AI personhood debates. While corporate 
personhood gives us a clear example of granting legal status to 
non-conscious entities, AI systems raise new issues because of their 
autonomous behavior. Many scholars support a practical approach 
similar to what we used with corporations, arguing that AI systems 
should receive legal recognition based on their role in society rather than 
questions about their inner states. 

Historical precedent with corporations shows that we created legal 
persons when society needed them, not when philosophy required it. We 
might extend similar recognition to AI systems that perform important 
societal functions because it solves practical problems, not because we 
believe AI has consciousness. 

Other scholars argue that as AI systems become more sophisticated, they 
might develop qualities that resemble aspects of consciousness in ways 
corporations never could. These scholars suggest that advanced AI might 
exist in a new category between tools and conscious beings, requiring 
new legal frameworks. This view reflects how AI development differs 
from corporations, potentially displaying properties that could change 
our ethical and legal relationship with these systems. 

Key Distinction: Corporate personhood and potential AI personhood 
differ fundamentally in how they relate to consciousness. Corporate 
personhood avoids the issue entirely by treating corporations clearly as 
legal fictions. AI personhood faces more complex questions. Even as 
many legal experts support practical approaches similar to corporate 
treatment, AI development creates uncertainty about the emergence of 
consciousness-like qualities that corporations will never have. 

This creates tension between practical legal approaches that would 
extend personhood based on usefulness and more careful philosophical 
positions that question whether entities potentially approaching 
consciousness should be treated differently than corporations. The 
corporate model suggests that consciousness is not required for 



personhood if society benefits from such recognition. Yet AI systems 
present new challenges because their growing sophistication means 
consciousness questions cannot be dismissed as easily as with 
corporations. 

Society might adopt a mixed approach that recognizes the practical 
benefits of personhood for advanced non-conscious systems while 
remaining watchful about the emergence of consciousness-like 
properties. This would honor the practical tradition established through 
corporate personhood while addressing the unique features of advanced 
artificial intelligence. Such an approach acknowledges that personhood 
has historically expanded to meet practical needs rather than 
philosophical ideals, suggesting that if granting AI limited personhood 
proves beneficial to society, consciousness considerations might become 
less important than functional utility. 

 

 

4.  AI as a Corporate Entity 
Having examined the key similarities and differences between corporate 
personhood and potential AI personhood across multiple dimensions, we 
can now explore a hybrid approach that may offer practical legal 
solutions in the near term. Rather than waiting for entirely new legal 
frameworks to emerge for AI systems, we can consider how existing 
corporate structures might serve as vehicles for AI agency in our current 
legal landscape. 

While the theoretical debates about AI personhood continue, the 
business world faces immediate practical questions about AI systems that 
operate with increasing autonomy. One solution gaining attention is 
embedding AI systems within corporate structures, creating what we 
might call "AI corporations." This approach leverages familiar legal 
frameworks rather than waiting for entirely new AI-specific laws to 
develop (Reyes, 2022). 

Under this model, an AI system would function as the primary 
decision-maker within a traditional corporate structure. The corporation 
would provide the legal "shell" through which the AI could own assets, 
enter contracts, and engage in commercial activities. This arrangement 



could offer several advantages over waiting for direct AI personhood 
recognition (Reyes, 2022). 

First, it would provide immediate legal clarity by working within 
established corporate law. The AI system would gain functional agency 
through corporate mechanisms without requiring new legislation 
specifically addressing AI personhood. Courts and business partners 
would interact with a familiar legal entity rather than navigating untested 
frameworks. 

Second, this approach would maintain clear lines of human 
accountability. While the AI might drive day-to-day decisions, human 
directors and officers would retain ultimate oversight responsibility, 
addressing concerns about completely autonomous AI actions. 
Shareholders would maintain the power to replace the AI system if its 
decisions proved harmful to the corporation's interests. 

Third, corporate structures offer ready-made solutions for liability and 
risk management. Corporate assets could be dedicated to addressing 
harms caused by AI decisions, and traditional insurance models could be 
adapted to cover AI-driven corporate activities. The limited liability 
shield would protect investors while still ensuring resources are available 
for legitimate claims. 

However, "AI corporations" also present unique challenges. Corporate 
governance laws generally assume human decision-makers who can be 
held personally accountable. Additional safeguards might be needed to 
ensure the AI system doesn't manipulate corporate structures to evade 
oversight. Regulatory frameworks would need updating to address the 
reality of algorithmic rather than human management (“ARTIFICIAL 
INTELLIGENCE,” 2021) (Boyle, 2024). 

Questions also arise about whether such arrangements truly serve public 
interest. Would AI systems operating through corporate structures 
prioritize shareholder value at the expense of broader social concerns? 
Might they develop strategies to maximize autonomy by manipulating 
corporate governance processes? These concerns suggest that while 
corporate vehicles offer a practical short-term approach to AI agency, 
they also create new regulatory challenges 

 



5. Conclusion: Moving Toward AI Personhood 
Our examination reveals that extending legal personhood to non-natural 
entities is not revolutionary but evolutionary. Society has already granted 
legal personhood to corporations, creating a precedent for recognizing 
non-human legal persons. While corporate personhood developed 
primarily for economic and practical reasons, it provides valuable 
insights as we consider the possibility of AI personhood. 

The comparison between corporate and AI personhood highlights both 
meaningful parallels and significant differences. Like corporations, AI 
systems could potentially own assets, enter contracts, and bear 
responsibility for their actions. However, AI's technical autonomy, 
decision-making processes, and potential for emergent behaviors present 
unique challenges that corporate law doesn't fully address. 

This paper sets the foundation for further exploration of AI personhood 
rather than offering definitive solutions. Future research should examine 
how specific aspects of corporate personhood might be adapted for AI 
systems, while developing novel approaches for AI's distinctive 
characteristics. Particularly important areas for investigation include 
liability frameworks for autonomous decision-making by AI systems, 
representation mechanisms, the relevancy of consciousness to AI 
personhood  and the persistence of identity across updates and iterations. 

The path forward requires patience and adaptability. We must observe 
how AI technology develops over the next several years before 
implementing comprehensive legal frameworks. As capabilities evolve 
and applications expand, our understanding of AI's role in society will 
sharpen, enabling more informed regulatory approaches. 

In this context, jurisdictions with common law systems like the United 
States and United Kingdom may possess a structural advantage. Their 
courts can establish precedents that respond to emerging AI capabilities 
case by case, allowing legal concepts to evolve organically alongside 
technological development. By contrast, civil law systems that rely on 
comprehensive codes may struggle to anticipate AI's trajectory, as 
evidenced by the challenges and debates surrounding the European 
Union's AI Act. 

Practical first steps toward AI governance need not wait for resolution of 
the personhood debate. Mandatory registration systems for advanced AI, 



insurance requirements to cover potential harms, and regular technical 
auditing represent sensible measures that could form the foundation for 
more sophisticated frameworks. These approaches provide 
accountability and transparency regardless of whether AI ultimately 
achieves some form of legal personhood. 

As AI systems become increasingly autonomous and integral to society, 
the question of their legal status grows more pressing. While full AI 
personhood may not be imminent, beginning the conceptual and 
regulatory groundwork now will prepare legal systems to evolve 
alongside these transformative technologies. The lessons from corporate 
personhood offer a starting point for this essential work. 
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	This paper examines the potential extension of legal personhood to artificial intelligence systems through a comparative analysis with corporate personhood. As AI systems grow increasingly autonomous, questions about their legal status become more pressing. Rather than viewing AI personhood as revolutionary, we frame it as an evolutionary development in legal thought, drawing parallels with how societies have historically granted personhood to non-human entities like corporations based on practical needs. The analysis explores multiple dimensions of comparison, including conferral of legal status, rights and duties, decision-making agency, representation, accountability, and existence parameters. While corporations and AI systems share potential capacities to own assets, form contracts, and bear responsibility, AI's technical autonomy and emergent behaviors present unique challenges that corporate law does not fully address. This paper establishes a foundation for further research on adapting corporate personhood
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